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AMENDING WORLD WAR II VETERANS REHABILITA- 
TION ACT AND EXTENDING WORLD WAR II LOAN 
GUARANTY PROGRAM 





WEDNESDAY, APRIL 20, 1960 


U.S. SENATE, 
ComMitree ON Lazpor AND PusLic WELFARE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:15 a.m., in room 
4232, New Senate Office Building, Senator Ralph W. Yarborough 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senator Yarborough (presiding). 

Committee staff members present: Stewart E. McClure, chief clerk ; 
Frederick R. Blackwell, counsel to the subcommittee; and Raymond 
D. Hurley, associate minority counsel. 

Senator Yarsorouen. Gentlemen, the Subcommittee on Veterans’ 
Affairs will come to order. 

This hearing has been called this morning to take testimony on two 
Veterans’ Affairs Subcommittee bills, S. 3274 and S. 3275. The first 
of these bills, S. 3274, would permit World War II veterans enrolled 
in vocational rehabilitation training on January 1, 1960, to continue 
in such training until their rehabilitation has been attained. The bill 
also provides, however, a cutoff date which precludes any of these 
veterans from receiving training after July 25, 1964. 

The other measure, S. 3275, would extend the veterans’ loan guar- 
anty program to World War II veterans. Under existing law, the 
World War IT veteran’s right to guarantee assistance for the pur- 
chase of homes, farms, and businesses would expire on July 25, 1960. 
The bill under consideration would extend this expiration date to 
January 31, 1965, thereby making the World War IT program coter- 
minous with the loan guaranty provisions for the Korean conflict 
veterans. 

(There will be inserted in the record at this point, copies of the bills, 
8. 3274 and S, 3275, together with reports thereon :) 


{S. 3274, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To permit certain veterans pursuing courses of vocational rehabilitation training 
to continue in pursuit thereof for such period as may be necessary to complete such 
courses 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 


of America in Congress assembled, That section 1502(c) of title 38 of the United 
States Code is amended by— 


(1) striking the word “Vocational” in paragraph (1) and inserting in 
lieu thereof “Except as provided in paragraph (2), vocational’; and 


1 
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(2) redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3) as paragraphs (3) and (4), 
respectively, and inserting after paragraph (1) the following new paragraph: 
“(2) Any veteran who prior to January 1, 1960, commenced a course of voca- 
tional rehabilitation training on account of World War II service and was in 
pursuit of such course on that date may be afforded training beyond July 25, 
1960, for such period as may be necessary, as determined by the Administrator, 
for such veteran to pursue and complete such course of training; but in no event 
shall training be afforded in the case of any such veteran beyond July 25, 1964." 





{S. 3275, 86th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To extend, with respect to World War II veterans, the guaranteed loan programs 
under chapter 37 of title 38, United States Code, to February 1, 1965 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 1803 of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking out in paragraph (1) of subsection (a) the following: “if 
made before July 26, 1960 (or, in the case of a veteran described in section 
1801(a)(1)(B) of this title, before the expiration of thirteen years after 
World War II is deemed to have ended with respect to him),”; and 

(2) by striking out paragraph (2) of subsection (a) and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: 

“(2) If a loan report or an application for loan guaranty relating to a loan 
under this chapter has been received by the Administrator before February 1, 
1965, such loan may be guaranteed or insured under the provisions of this 
chapter before February 1, 1966.” 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., April 19, 1960. 
Hon. Lister HI11, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate, New Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of March 25, 1960, 
requesting the views of this Office with respect to S. 3274, a bill to permit certain 
veterans pursuing courses of vocational rehabilitation training to continue in pur- 
suit thereof for such period as may be necessary to complete such courses. 

The vocational rehabilitation program was enacted in 1943 to furnish disabled 
veterans of World War II with up to 4 years of vocational rehabilitation train- 
ing. In individual cases, even longer training periods were permitted. The 
time period within which training is afforded has been extended, by various leg- 
islative acts so that training could be completed as late as July 25, 1960, 13 years 
after the war. 

We believe that this period has provided reasonable time for veterans to have 
completed their training and to have been restored to employability. lor this 
reason we believe that there is no further need to extend the program. The small 
number of persons who were unable to complete their training by the terminal 
date present special problems which should be resolved by means other than 
extending the deadline. 

The Veterans’ Administration in the report it is making to your committee on 
this bill is recommending against its enactment for the reasons set out therein. 
This Office concurs with the views contained in this report and recommends 
that this measure not be enacted. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHILLIP 8S. HvGHEs, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


Ho! 
Che 


US 


I 
vie’ 

5 
con 
nec 
be « 
On « 

T 
era! 
mit 
trai 
cou 
con 

G 
tati 
ane 
sufl 
are 
ent 
cou 
sele 
ean 

I 
a fe 
to « 
whi 
pro 

A 
duc 
whi 
Wa 
con 
tior 
lim 
ben 

( 
line 
ser’ 
the 
oby 
dea 

V 
tior 
ah 
aba 
per 
app 

U 
tior 

I 
Cost 
hay 
the’ 
rels 

A 
be I 


a- 
in 
5, 


nt 


Mw 


an 
1, 
iis 


60, 
Lin 
ur- 


led 
\in- 
The 
eg- 


ars 


ave 
his 
rall 
nal 
han 


- on 


ein. 
nds 


e. 


AMENDING WORLD WAR II VETERANS REHABILITATION ACT 3 


AprRIL 20, 1960. 
Hon. LIsTerR HI, 


Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR HILL: We are pleased to have the opportunity to present our 
views on S. 3274, 86th Congress. 

This bill would allow a limited group of disabled World War II veterans to 
continue vocational rehabilitation training after July 25, 1960, for so long as 
necessary to complete their courses—but in no event beyond July 25, 1964. To 
be eligible for the etxension, the veteran must have been in a training status 
on January 1, 1960. 

The vocational rehabilitation program expired for most World War II vet- 
erans on July 25, 1956. However, in certain hardship cases, training is per- 
mitted until July 25 of this year. Approximately 1,300 individuals were in a 
training status on January 1. Some of these will of course complete their 
course before the deadline. Others—we do not know how many—will not have 
completed their training and been restored to employability by then. 

Generally, we have not entered a person into a course of vocational rehabili- 
tation training if he could not complete it by the deadline unless we have assur- 
ance from the veteran or some other responsible agency or individual that 
sufficient resources would be available for the completion of the course. There 
are, however, some other instances where the veteran, although he timely 
entered training, for some unavoidable reason will be unable to complete his 
course. In these latter cases, the veteran is allowed to continue toward his 
selected objective until his termination date with the understanding that we 
cannot assume any further obligation for the completion of his course. 

It is thus evident that this bill is a very limited measure—affecting at most 
a few hundred disabled veterans. We do not believe, however, that it is proper 
to consider the situation of this group apart from the problems of other veterans 
who will also be affected by the deadlines of the vocational rehabilitation 
program. 

A bill (H.R. 10059) dealing with another such group has already been intro- 
duced in the House of Representatives. It would afford additional time during 
which vocational rehabilitation may be afforded to disabled veterans of World 
War II or of the Korean conflict who are prevented by reason of their service- 
connected disability from pursuing and completing a suitable course of voca- 
tional rehabilitation training before the applicable deadline. This, too, is a 
limited bill but largely affects a different group from that which would be 
benefited by S. 3274. 

On a broader basis, however, individuals have contended to us that the dead- 
line should be lifted for persons whose need for rehabilitation arises long after 
service—by reason of a worsening of their service-connected disability or through 
the aggravation of such disability by age or other independent factors. It is 
obvious that the contentions of this latter sort attack the validity of any 
deadline for the vocational rehabilitation program. 

We in the Veterans’ Administration have been giving these and related ques- 
tions very serious study. Though it is evident that a rigid terminal date works 
a hardship in a variety of individual cases, we are not prepared to recommend 
abandonment of the concept that this benefit should be limited to a reasonable 
period following service. On the other hand, we do not believe a piecemeal 
approach is feasible. 

Under these circumstances, we are unable to recommend favorable considera- 
tion of S. 3274 by your committee. 

It has not proved possible to develop with any accuracy an estimate of the 
cost which would be attributable to the enactment of this measure, since we 
have no way of identifying those individuals who may be unable to complete 
their courses by July 25, 1960. It is obvious however that the cost would be 
relatively small. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there would 
be no objection to the submission of this report to the committee. 

Sincerely, 
SUMNER G. WHITTIER, Administrator. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., April 12, 1960. 
Hon. Lister H111, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, U.S. Senate, New Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CnarrMan: This is in response to your request for a report 
from the Bureau of the Budget in respect to S. 3275, a bill to extend, with 
respect to World War II veterans, the guaranteed loan programs under chapter 
37 of title 38, United States Code, to February 1, 1965. 

The purpose of this bill is to extend the World War II loan guarantee program 
for houses, farms, and businesses, from July 25, 1960, to February 1, 1965. An 
additional year after February 1, 1965, would be allowed for processing appli- 
cations received prior to that date. 

The Bureau of the Budget believes that there is no longer sufficient justifica- 
tion for continuing the loan guarantee readjustment benefit program for World 
War II veterans, based on the following considerations: 

The extension of the loan guarantee program for World War II veterans 
cannot be justified in terms of readjustment assistance, which would be the 
only valid basis for such an extension as a veterans’ program. Nearly 13 years 
have elapsed since the end of World War II, a period of time more than ample 
to provide for readjustment to civilian life. These veterans now average more 
than 40 years of age and it is highly doubtful that at this stage in their lives 
and careers the Government continues to have a special obligation to assist 
them in acquiring homes, businesses, or farms. Moreover, there is evidence 
that the disadvantages in respect to homeownership which may have resulted 
from interruption of careers due to military service have in fact been overcome; 
for example, about the same proportion of veterans as of the general population 
own their own homes. 

The number of veterans who have taken advantage of the loan guarantee 
program, as well as the trends in loans made to World War II veterans, also 
furnish collateral evidence that genuine readjustment needs have been met. 
Thus in 13 years approximately 5 million loans have been guaranteed for World 
War II veterans and it is significant that 445 million of them were made during 
the first 10 years of the program. In the past 3 years less than one-half million 
loans have been guaranteed, and in 1959 loans have totaled somewhat less than 
100,000. Projections of demand over the next 5 years indicate that at the most 
optimistic estimate the 1959 experience would not be exceeded, especially when 
it is recognized that these veterans are of an age substantially beyond that 
where decisions to acquire new homes are made. We believe these facts sup- 
port the conclusion that readjustment needs have largely been met and suggest 
strongly that conventional financing as well as general Government programs 
of housing assistance, such as the Federal Housing Administration insured 
mortgage program, can adequately provide for those World War II veterans 
who might wish to acquire homes. Moreover, the loan guarantee program of 
the Federal Housing Administration has developed to the point where the pro- 
gram is available to all prospective homeowners on the basis of low downpay- 
ment requirements, as little as 3 percent for the purchase of houses in the lower 
ranges. 

In summary, we believe it is clear that the Federal Government has dis- 
charged its obligation to assist in the readjustment of the World War ITI veteran 
in respect to acquisition of housing. Moreover, private and public programs 
are available to such veterans who have not yet decided to acquire homes, farms, 
and businesses. 

We note finally that the loan guarantee program has resulted in considerable 
costs to the Government since the beginning of the program. The now defunct 
4-percent gratuity feature of the loan program, for example, since 1946 cost 
$400 million; another $50 million has been expended for claims on defaulted 
loans: administrative costs are currently at a $17 million annual level and 
over the years have amounted to well over $100 million, and will continue to 
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run at a high level for years to come even though no new loans are made. 
Although this is partly related to benefits for Korean conflict veterans whose 
rights continue through 1965, the great bulk of these costs are and will be 
attributable to the World War II program. If the proposed bills are enacted, 
the Government will incur an additional $20 million of costs for administrative 
expenses, only. In summary, not only has the Government underwritten loans 
to veterans on a huge scale, but has also expended or will expend far in excess 
of a half billion dollars in the program, and has an outstanding contingent 
liability for homes guaranteed for World War II veterans of approximately 
$14 billion. 

It is to be noted that the President’s 1961 budget message stated there is no 
need for extension of the loan guarantee program for veterans of World War ITT. 

For the foregoing reasons the Bureau of the Budget recommends strongly 
against the enactment of S. 3275, and further advises that its enactment would 
not be in accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
Puituirp S. HvGuHes, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


APRIL 13, 1960. 
Hon. LISTER HILL, 


Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
US. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR HILL: The following comments are submitted in response to 
your request for a report on 8. 3275, 86th Congress. 

This bill would extend the World War II loan guarantee program from July 
25, 1960, to February 1, 1965, with an additional year for processing loan appli- 
cations received before the latter date. 

The basic purpose of the loan guarantee benefit for World War II veterans was 
to assist them in readjusting to civilian life after their war service. We believe 
that the 13 years which will have elapsed by July 25, 1960, since the end of 
World War IT will surely have provided ample time to satisfy the readjustment 
concept and that no further extension of the program is warranted. 

At the present time about one-third of the eligible World War II veterans have 
used their loan guarantee entitlement. We have no record of the number of vet- 
erans who have satistied their housing needs through other financing channels, 
but it seems probable that veterans as a group are well abreast of other segments 
of the population in the degree of homeownership participation. 

We note that in his budget message to the Congress on January 18, 1960, the 
President stated that there is no need for a further extension of loan guarantee 
benefits for World War II veterans. 

Because of variable factors in the long range supply and demand of mortgage 
capital, we are unable to estimate precisely at this time what cost to the Vet- 
erns’ Administration would result from an extension of the loan guarantee 
program through January 31, 1965. However, assuming the general availability 
of mortgage money for this program it is estimated that there would be 500,000 
additional GI loans with an added administrative cost of $20 million. 

In view of the foregoing we recommend against favorable consideration of 
S. 3275 by your committee. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there is no 
objection to the presentation of this report to the committees and that enactment 
of the proposed legislation would not be in accord with the program of the 
President. 

Sincerely, 
SumMNER G. WHrrtier, Administrator. 


Senator YARBorRovGH. We will first hear from the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration. 


Will you gentlemen please introduce yourselves for the record ? 


54878—60—2 
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STATEMENT OF RAY P. BLAND, DIRECTOR, LEGISLATIVE PROJECTS 
SERVICE II, OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL, VETERANS’ AD- 
MINISTRATION, ACCOMPANIED BY PHILIP N. BROWNSTEIN, 
DIRECTOR, LOAN GUARANTY SERVICE; WILTON B. GUNDLACH, 
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION AND 
EDUCATION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS BENEFITS; 
PHILIP J. MALONEY, CHIEF, LEGISLATIVE AND REGULATORY 
STAFF, LOAN GUARANTY SERVICE; AND ALFRED T. BRONAUGH, 
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, LEGISLATIVE PROJECTS II, OFFICE OF 
GENERAL COUNSEL 


Mr. Buanp. Mr. Chairman, my name is R. P. Bland, from the 
Legislative Office of the Veterans’ Administration. I am accompanied 
here this morning by representatives of the program departments 
concerned: Mr. Philip N. Brownstein, the Director of the Loan 
Guaranty Service, ak his assistant, Mr. P. J. Maloney; on my left, 
Mr. W. B. Gundlach, who is the Assistant Director for the Vocational 
Rehabilitation and Education Service; and to his left Mr. A. T. 
Bronaugh, who is an Assistant Director in the Legislative Office. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a fairly brief statement here on both of the 
bills, which, if it suits your pleasure, I should like to read, and then 
the representatives of the program departments will be glad to answer 
any questions of detail you might have. 

Senator Yarsoroven. I know of no objection to hearing the two 
together. Just present your testimony as you see fit, in the way 
that will best cover the matter. 

Mr. Buanp. Thank you, sir. 

We appreciate the opportunity to appear here today and present 
our views on these measures. If it is agreeable, I shall discuss each 
of these bills briefly—indicating their principal effects and summariz- 
ing the Administrator’s views as contained in the formal reports to 
the committee. We assume these reports will be made a part of the 
record. 

The first bill, S. 3274, a bill to permit certain veterans pursuing 
courses of voc: ational rehabilitation tr aining to continue in pursuit 
thereof for such period as may be necessary to complete such courses. 
This bill would allow a limited group of service-disabled World War 
veterans to continue vocational rehabilitation training after July 

, 1960, for so long as necessary to complete their courses, but in no 
ev oeat beyond July 25, 1964. To be eligible for the extension, the vet- 
eran must have been in a training status on January 1, 1960. 

The vocational rehabilitation program expired for most World War 
II veterans on July 25, 1956. However, in certain hardship cases, 
training is permitte d until July 25 of this year. Approximately 1,300 
individuals were in a training status on January 1. Some of these 
will of course complete their course before the deadline. Others— 
we do not know how many—will not have completed their training 
and will not have been restored to employability by then. 

Generally, we have not entered a person into a course of vocational 
rehabilitation training if he could not complete it by the deadline, 
unless we have assurances from the veteran or some other responsible 
agency or individual that sufficient resources would be available for 


the 
the 


rea 
the 
his 
an) 


at 

eve 
the 
lin 


his 


pre 


the 
pl 1 
to)! 
We 


to 


to 

tio 
ale 
tio 
tin 


ere 
gel 
ha 
phi 
Col 
ch: 
ap 
col 


tio 


ers 
be 


of 
co! 
or 


be 
be 
re 
ne 
ot 


Se 


~ Se we 


Ya = on 


q = —w 


a 


e+ 9Q 


ee 


oN 


AMENDING WORLD WAR II VETERANS REHABILITATION ACT 7 


the completion of the course. There are some other instances where 
the veteran, although he timely entered training, for some unavoidable 
reason will be unable to complete his course. In these latter cases, 
the veteran is allowed to continue toward his selected objective until 
his termination date, with the understanding that we cannot assume 
any further obligation for the completion of his course. 

It is thus evident that this bill is a very limited measure, affecting 
at most a few hundred disabled veterans. We do not believ e, how- 
ever, that it is proper to consider the situation of this group apart from 
the problems of other veterans who will also be affected by the dead- 
lines of the vocational rehabilitation program. 

I believe it would be helpful if I took a moment to trace briefly the 
history of the terminal date provisions of the vocational rehabilitation 
program. 

When the World War II program was originally established in 1943 
by Public Law 16, 78th Congress, it was thought that 6 years after 
the end of the war would be a reasonable period in which to accom- 
plish vocational rehabilitation. In December 1945 this was extended 
to 9 years after the end of World War II. For most of the disabled 
World War II veterans who needed this benefit, a 9-year period proved 
to be adequate. 

In 1954, hearings were held on the House side on a number of bills 
to modify the requirement. Some of the bills then under considera- 
tion would have made an overall extension of the deadline for all eli- 
gible disabled veterans; others would have made an unlimited excep- 
tion for certain classes; for example, those who have been unable to 
timely pursue a course because of a physical or mental condition. 

The approach taken by the Congress in Public Law 610, 83d Con- 
gress, represented a middle ground. It left the 9-year deadline for 
general application but afforded an additional 4 years in certain 
hardship cases. The groups to whom the liberalized deadline ap- 
plied were those who had been prevented from timely entering or 
completing training by reason of a physical or mental condition, a dis- 
charge under conditions other than dishonorable later changed by 
appropriate authority, or failure to timely establish the existence of a 
compensable service-connected disability. 

It is this extended period, that is, 13 years after the official termina- 
tion of World War II, which ends on July 25 of this year. 

As the new deadline approaches, we find a limited number of vet- 
erans still in need of vocational rehabilitation training. This would 
be true of any terminal date which might be established. This bill 
would aid one such group, those who entered training before the first 
of this year. There are, of course, other groups in whose behalf the 
contention has already been raised that the deadline should be relaxed 
or lifted entirely. 

There are veterans who have not yet entered training because of their 
physical condition who in the future might recover suflic iently to 
benefit by this ty pe of training. There w ill be other persons who have 
been sel f- supporting but, as time passes, will find that they need some 
rehabilitative services by reason of a worsening of their service-con- 
nected disability or the aggravation of such a disability by age or 
other factors. 
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We in the Veterans’ Administration have been giving very serious 
study to this entire question. We are not prepared to recommend 
an abandonment of the concept basic to the existing law that this 
benefit should be limited to a reasonable period following service. 
But we do believe that a piecemeal approach is not feasible, and 
therefore we are unable to recommend favorable consideration of this 
particular bill. 

In our report, we pointed out that it is not possible to develop an 
accurate estimate of the cost which might be attributable to the en- 
acment of this bill, but that obviously it would be relatively small. 
Our best estimate is that the total direct benefit cost would be in 
the neighborhood of $800,000. 

The next bill, S. 3275, a bill to extend, with respect to World War IT 
veterans, the guaranteed loan programs under chapter 37 of title 38, 
United States Code, to February 1, 1965. This bill would extend 
the World War II loan guarantee program from July 25, 1960, to 
February 1, 1965. This would make the termination date for the 
World War II program the same as that now provided for the Korean 
conflict program. The bill would also add another year for process- 
ing applications received under both programs if the application has 
been received before February 1, 1965. 

The basic purpose of the loan guarantee benefit for World War IT 
veterans was to assist them in readjusting te civilian life after their 
war service. We believe that the 13 years which will have elapsed 
by July 25, 1960, since the end of World War II will surely have 
provided ample time to satisfy the readjustment concept, and that no 
further extension of the program is warranted. 

At the present time, about one-third of the eligible World War II 
veterans have used their loan guarantee entitlement. We have no 
record of the number of veterans who have satisfied their housing 
needs through other financing channels, but it seems probable that 
veterans as a group are well abreast of other segments of the popula- 
tion in the degree of homeownership participation. 

We note that in his budget message to the Congress on January 18, 
1960, the President stated that there was no need for a further exten- 
sion of loan guarantee benefits for World War II veterans. 

Because of variable factors in the long-range supply and demand 
of mortgage capital, we are unable to estimate precisely at this time 
what cost to the Veterans’ Administration would result from an 
extension of the loan guarantee program through January 31, 1965. 
However, assuming the general availability of mortgage money for 
this program, it is estimated that there would be 500,000 additional 
GI loans, with an added administrative cost of $20 million. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes our formal statement. We shall be 
glad to answer any questions which the subcommittee may have. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Mr. Bland, you estimate the cost of the 
bill to permit the extension of the vocational rehabilitation training 
period for certain veterans to be $800,000. How many veterans do 
you estimate you would be able to bring in under that? 

Mr. Buanp. By virtue of this extension ? 

Senator YarBoroucH. Yes. 

Mr. Biranp. Mr. Gundlach will answer that, siz 
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Mr. Gunbuacnu. It is estimated there would be between 300 and 
500 who will benetit by this measure. 

Senator YarsorouGu. You say 3800 to 500. Would you say an 
average of 400, then 4 

Mr. Gunbuacu. Yes; that would be close. 

Senator YArRBorouGH. You estimate that each of those would take 
this full time, for this full period of years / 

Mr. GunpLacu. No; I don’t imagine that these individuals would 
exceed the training necessary, as experienced in the past, which was 
approximately 20 months’ training per veteran under the vocational 
rehabilitation program. 

Senator YarsorouGu. Then, with your estimate of the cost, you 
estimate a 20 months’ average training period for these veter ‘ans 

Mr. Gunpiacu. That would be approximately right. 

Senator Yarsnorouen. I notice that you have, for an average of 
400 veterans, $800,000. That would be an average cost of $2,000 a 
veteran for the 20 months. You are averaging that at the cost of 
$100 a month / 

Mr. Gunpuacu. No, that is not correct. I will attempt to clarify 
the cost estimate. The average duration of a veteran’s training is 20 
months. Since the 400 veterans would have been in training on an 
average of about 8 months prior to the extension period proposed by 
the bill, it follows that an average period of 12 months’ extension 
would be involved. At a cost of $2,000 per veteran per year for voca- 
tional rehabilitation training the total cost of the proposed extension 
would be approximately $800,000. 

Senator YarsorouGH. | note that you say that you propose giving 
this training to this limited group, where there is not an overall plan. 
If you have a group of disabled people who need rehabilitation, do 
you not think that it is better to rehabilitate part of them than to 
rehabilitate none, even if you have no comprehensive plan covering 
all? Every time you rehabilitate a man in our economy and society, 
have you not helped the whole economy and society, in addition to 
he Iping that one man ¢ 

Mr. Buanp. Mr. Chairman, I think our point is that this kind of 
legislation would be discriminatory against other equally deserving 
groups, sir. 

Senator Yarsorovucu. Do you have a substitute bill which would 
not be discriminatory, that would be fair to all groups? 

Mr. Bianp. No, sir; we don’t have a substitute bill. 

Senator Yarnoroucu. Do you have any proposal for a substitute 
bill ? 

Mr. Buanp. No, sir; we do not. 

Senator YarsoroucH. My question is, then, if you have an utter 
vacuum, a void, is it not better to rehabilitate some people under a 
plan than not to rehabilitate anybody ? 

Mr. Buanp. Of course, there might be one alternative, which we 
are not suggesting, of cutting the deadlines out altogether, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Yarsorovucu. You mean making it unlimited? 


Mr. Buianp. That is right, or giving a flat extension of a period of 
years, 
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Senator Yarsorovecn. This bill, by its very nature, was not intended 
to be all-inclusive. Since we have a certain group as to which the 
time is about to expire under existing law. This ts not a change of 
concept or law nor the broadening of a classification. This will 
merely say, “We will not pull this cord on you and have this cutoff 
date. You are already covered by it. We will give you an extension 
until it is completed.” 

Mr. Bianp. That is right, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Yarsorovucn. In this law you are saying to just one class, 
“We are not creating by this law any new classifications that are dis- 
criminatory. You have your existing law set up. We are saying to 
you who come under it that we are not going to cut this law off and 
stop this group from being covered under it.” 

Mr. Buanp. You are giving an extension of time beyond the basic 
deadlines of the law to a particular group. The question is whether 
or not that group is unique. 

Senator YarsoroueH. Well, Congress already passed on that in the 
past, when it set up that group; did it not? This classification was 
setup. This isin the law. Congress has already crossed that bridge. 
Now our problem is, Congress having passed that bridge and set up 
these classifications, are you going to ‘cut them off before they finish? 

I notice in your statement here you say : 


Generally, we have not entered a person into a course of vocational re 
habilitation training if he could not complete it by the deadline, unless we 
have assurances from the veteran or some other responsible agency or indi- 
vidual that sufficient resources would be available for the completion of the 
course. 

Mr. Buianp. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Do you not think this is an injustice to 
those men who have been denied the opportunity to start simply 
because the deadline is such that they wall not finish ? 

Mr. Buanp. I think that was always a problem, Mr. Chairman, 
that. under any deadline you would have a cutoff that would ad- 
versely affect some people. 

Senator YarsorouGH. Do you have available data and statistics 
on a comprehensive plan to cover all these deserving groups you 
have mentioned here? Can you furnish that? 

Mr. Gunpwacu. I don’t quite get the question. The numbers that 
would be involved; is that your question, Senator ? 

Senator YarsoroueH. Yes, the data on the groups and classifica- 
tions. 

Part of the objection here stated is that this does not cover all 
groups; this is discriminatory, giving this right of rehabilitation to 
certain groups but not all. Do you have the data and the statistical 
information upon which a comprehensive bill could be drawn to 
cover all groups? 

Mr. Gunptacn. I do not have the numbers that would be involved. 

Senator YarsoroucH. But I would like the groups you think are 
meritorious, groups that you think are being discriminated against. 

Mr. Gunptacu. We have them identified, but not as to numbers. 

Senator YarroroucH. Can you not estimate that, from the broad 
experience of the Veterans’ Administration in this as well as other 
programs, your knowledge of the veterans in the country, and your 
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statistical tables that show percentages of disabilities, old and an- 
nually accruing from wounds suffered in the past, and furnish what- 
ever statistical estimates are needed ? 

Mr. Gunpuacu. I do not have them available now, but we might 
be able to furnish some information on that at a later time. 

Senator Yarsoroueu. Well, can you furnish them to the subcom- 
mittee subsequently ¢ 

Mr. Gunotacu. We will try. I don’t know how far our data 
would go in that respect, but we will try to do that. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. Are there any further statements, Mr. Bland, 
your associates desire to add to this? 

Mr. Bianp. With respect to this bill, or with respect to either bill? 

Senator YarnoroucH. With respect to this bill, first. 

Mr. Buanp. I believe not. I think that covers our position, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator YarsoroueH. Your estimate that if the guarantee loan 
provision for homebuilding is extended, there would be an added 
administrative cost of $20 million. If that is not extended, do you 
plan to discharge any Veterans’ Administration personnel ? 

Mr. Brownstein. We are now undergoing a reduction in our per- 
sonnel, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Yarnoroven. You are cutting the gross number of person- 
nel employed by the Veterans’ Administration at this time? 

Mr. Brownstetn. Yes, sir. Our budget estimate for 1961 will mean 
a reduction of about 450 in the number of people we currently have. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. Of that number, how many would be engaged 
in this loan program ¢ 

Mr. Brownsrern. All of them, sir. They are all in the loan guar- 
antee program. 

Senator YARBOROUGH. So if this is not extended, you are actually 
going to eliminate 450 jobs ? 

Mr. Brownstein. I do not believe it depends entirely on the ex- 
tension, Mr. Chairman, There is another very basic problem involved 
here, and that is the unavailability of mortgage funds, and the reason 
why we are cutting personnel is because we expect that there will be 
an overall reduction in our business in fiscal 1961. 

Senator YarsorouGcH. Because of unavailability of mortgage funds? 

Mr. Brownsretn. Yes, Senator. 

Senator YarsorouGcH. Do you subscribe to the theory that interest 
rates are going so much higher nobody will want veterans’ mortgages? 

Mr. Brownstetn. As a matter of fact, it seems at the present time 
as if interest rates have reached a plateau and are perhaps softening 
a oat. Nevertheless, they have not declined to the point where the V A 

¥,-percent loan is attracting investor appeal. It isn’t a matter of 
thei: going higher; it is a question principally of whether they will 
decline to the point where a 514-percent loan again becomes attractive 
to investors. 

Senator Yarsoroven. I don’t think it is a question of going higher, 
because we have stopped up to now the move to raise the interest 
rates on long-term Federal bei from 414 to 5 percent. Had that 
bill gone through, I think you would have had a general interest rate 
increase. But we have held the line there. I think there is a reas» 
able hope that we are going to be able to turn back this extortents: 
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interest rate. Once we do, I think more mortgage money will become 
avatlable. 

Mr. Brownstein. We have recommended, Mr. Chairman, that the 
VA Administrator be given the same authority in the area of fixing 
interest rates that the FHA Commissioner has. It seems to us incon- 
sistent to single out this one area to hold the interest-rate line, with the 
rates permitted to seek their level in other areas. It puts the veteran at 
a competitive disadvantage when he goes shopping for a GI loan. 

Senator Yarsoroven. Actually, this loan is better than the Govern- 
ment bond, is it not? You have not only the faith of the Govern- 
ment; you have the promise of the man and the real estate mortgage 
for it. In Government bonds, it is just a pledge of the Government. 
This is a guaranteed loan by the Government. You have the pledge 
of the man, you have the mortgage, and you have the pledge of the 
Government. You have three things to secure it. This 1s better than 
a Government loan. Isthat noso’ Iam talking now about economics. 

Mr. Brownstein. I wouldn’t say there is anything better from the 
standpoint of safety than a Government bond. 

Senator Yarsoroucn. But this is the equivalent of a Government 
bond, is it not? This isa Government-guaranteed loan. 

Mr. Brownstein. The experiences that investors have had in this 
program make it virtually a riskless investment. 

Senator Yarsorouen. | think that is a very apt statement, sir. 

Thank you, gentlemen, for the information you have given us. We 
do not agree with some of your conclusions, but we are giad to have 
your views and information. If you would like to furnish the infor- 
mation about other groups of veterans who might need the vocational 
rehabilitation, and your estimate of the cost, so that this bill might 
be amended, it might be done in the subcommittee, to bring.the voca- 
tional rehabilitation bill to what it should be. 

Mr. Buianp. We will try to furnish that information, either for 
the record or, if we do not have it promptly enough for that, by a 
separate letter, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Thank you. 

We will next hear from Mr. Martin L. Bartling, president of the 
National Association of Home Builders. 


STATEMENT OF MARTIN L. BARTLING, JR., PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF HOME BUILDERS, ACCOMPANIED BY HERBERT 
COLTON, LEGAL COUNSEL, AND BURTON WOOD, ASSISTANT DI- 
RECTOR, LEGISLATIVE DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Barrirnc. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. I would like to 
introduce Mr. Herbert Colton, our legal counsel, on my left, and Mr. 
Burton Wood, the assistant director of our legislative department, 
on my right, sitting with me this morning. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the sube ommittee, my name is Martin 
L. Bartling, Jr. I am a homebuilder from Knoxville, Tenn., and I 
am serving this year as the president of the National Association of 
Home Builders. NAHB is the trade association of the homebuilding 
industry, representing over 43,000 in the United States through its 
342 local and State affiliated associations. 
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[ am appearing before you today in support of S. 3275, a bill 
which would extend the home loan guarantee program for W orld War 
II veterans until February 1, 1! 965. ‘This cutoff date would coincide 
with the present expiration date of the home loan guarantee program 
with respect to Korean veterans. 

The World War II GI home loan program has done a terrific job 
of housing veterans and has had a decidedly healthy effect wpon the 
Nation’s economy. Some 4.7 million World War II veterans have 
purchased homes under this program. This program has been of 
almost incalculable value to the Nation, not just in the strengthening 
of our national economy, through the furnishing of millions of man- 
hours of employment, and the bolsteri ing of our national gross product, 
but more importantly in the opportunity it has offered to these millions 
of veterans to own their own home. 

Of specific importance to the homebuilding economy and to the 
economic growth of the entire country is that 4.7 million new and 
existing homes have been sold to veteran purchasers under this pro- 
gram. In addition, of course, some 700,000 homes have been sold to 
veterans of the Korean conflict under the parallel Korean war pro- 
gram. It hasserved a very important purpose in making homes avail- 
able at moderate prices for veterans who would otherwise not have 
been able to afford a home. 

This fact is particularly important at the present time. Currently, 
we have experienced a period of tightness in the mortgage market 
which has made it increasingly difficult for working f: umilies to obtain 
housing, especially new homes, in the lower to moderate priced brack- 
ets. Also, in recent years there has been a steady increase in the 
costs of land, community facilities, local taxes, and other expenses 
involved in a home purchase. To eliminate a useful and significant 
method of financing home purchases in the lower to moderate priced 
brackets at this time would simply add appreciably to these other 
cost trends. Certainly it will not aid veteran home buyers or the 
economy generally to do away with a successful method of financing 
lower cost homes. 

The typical GI home buyer has bought a house priced at some $2,000 
under the average purchase in the conventionally financed market. 
He has been able to do this at a somewhat earlier age than the typical 
conventional buyer, and over the period has been able to do so with 
a somewhat lower income. The net of this, of course, has been to 
accelerate homeownership for our veteran population to a degree 
which would otherwise have been impossible. 

There are still 9 million veterans of World War II who have not 
taken advantage of the opportunity to purchase a home under this 
Government guarantee program. To what extent some of these have 
made other satisfactory housing arrangements is not known. It is 
clear, however, from available data that in many counties a large 
portion of the veteran population has not yet availed itself of its GI 
home loan benefits. 

Mere extension of the program, of course, will not by itself suc- 
ceed in making the advantages of the program available to many 
veterans. There will still be ‘problems i in obtaining adequate financ- 
ing, but discontinuance is no answer to lack of adequate financing. 
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Two factors have been prominent in tise may veterans from 
utilizing the program. One was the unrealistic 484 percent. interest 
rate ceiling which prevailed under last year. The second has been 
the chronic shortage of mortgage credit which has plagued our in- 
dustry in recent years. With respect to the interest rate, it is im- 
portant to note that on two occasions when the Government has 
brought the GI interest rate more nearly in line with prevailing in- 
terest. rates—and closer to the FHA rate—VA appr aisal requests have 
jumped apprec iably. In April 1958, when the GI interest rate was 
increased to 434 percent, VA appraisal requests jumped 185 percent on 
a seasonally adjusted basis; and in June of 1959, when the interest 
rate was increased to 514 percent, appraisal requests jumped nearly 
40 percent. This would indicate that there are still veterans anxious 
to use the program, if it can only be supplied with a realistic interest 
rate and an adequate supply of mortgage money. 

These combined factors, the pegged interest rate and the scarcity 
of mortgage credit, are still operating to prevent GI’s from buying 
a house under the program. Accordingly, we believe that the same 
authority should be given to the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs 
as the FHA Commissioner has under the National Housing Act, to set 
an interest rate from time to time not to exceed 6 percent. We believe 
there should be a parity of rate between the FHA and GI programs, 
and that both rates should be kept as low as the availability of mort- 
gage funds will permit. 

It is our considered judgment that the program should be extended 
in order that those among the 8.5 million who haven’t been able to 
purchase a home by virtue of the tightness existing in mortgage credit 
be given more time. If the program is on the books with flexible 
interest rate control, these veterans still interested in availing them- 
selves of home buying opportunities would be able to do so. 

In summary, then, we support S. 3275 and urge its passage at the 
earliest possible date, with authority for a flexible control of interest 
rates as we have suggested. There are substantially large numbers 
of veterans who have a need for lower and moder ate priced housing 
who have been effectively prevented from using their GI right by a 
chronic scarcity of mortgage money during the past several years, 
and who will stand to benefit by the action of Congress in passing 
this bill at little, if any, cost to the Federal Gov ernment. 

I should like to express the appreciation of the home building in- 
dustry in being granted the opportunity to appear before you to 
present our views. And, Mr. Chairman, if there are any questions 
you would like to discuss, I will be glad to attempt to answer them. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Mr. Bartling, from hearing your statement, 
I take it that you agree that this is definitely not any giveaway pro- 
gram. 

Mr. Bartiine. No, sir; far from it. 

Senator Yarsoroucn. This is a guaranteed mortgage, where the 
veteran pays for his home. The purpose of it is just to make credit 
available so that he can build his home. It would help increase the 
gross national product if there were a rash of homebuilding under 
such a bill, creating employment and creating jobs and creating 
wealth. 

Mr. Bartuine. Yes, sir. 
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As I mentioned in my testimony, the big drop in housing has been 
in the lower and moderate income brackets. and we feel that there is 
a great need for taking care of people of moderate income and young 
people starting out, and the VA program is a very splendid vehicle 
for doing this. We are very much in favor of extending this pro- 
gram. 

Senator Yarsoroueu. Thank you very much, Mr. Bartling. 

Mr. Bartiinae. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Yarsorouen. Mr. Stover, with the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars. You are accompanied by Mr. Norman Jones, are you not? 

Mr. Stover. Yes, that is right, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Norman Jones, 
our national director of rehabilitation. 

Senator Yarsoroucn. Will you identify yourself and your position 
with the VFW. 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS W. STOVER, DIRECTOR, LEGISLATIVE 
SERVICE, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
ACCOMPANIED BY NORMAN JONES, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL RE- 
HABILITATION SERVICE, VFW 


Mr. Srover. My name is Francis W. Stover and I am the direc- 
tor of the National Legislative Service of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars of the United States. With me on my right is Mr. Norman 
Jones. He is the director of the National Rehabilitation Service of 
the Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

Mr. Chairman, it is indeed a pleasure and a privilege to be here 
this morning. 

At the very outset, let me say the Veterans of Foreign Wars favors 
both of these bills in their present form. 

Senator Yarsoroucn. | want to say, Mr. Stover, since you are 
here to state the position of the Veterans of Foreign Wars, that on 
every bill I remember having been heard by this subcommittee since 
I have been the chairman, the Veterans of Foreign Wars have come 
forward with their position on it. I want to commend you on your 
ability in watching this legislation and being here to state your posi- 
tion and your reasons on the legislation. 

Mr. Stover. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And I hope 
we always agree and can support the legislation that has been in- 
troduced. 

Senator Yarnoroucnu. I particularly appreciate the fact that the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, in their last great national convention, 
endorsed the GI bill of rights which is now pending. Yours is the 
largest veterans’ organization which has endorsed it. 

Mr. Srover. I might add that our last national convention also 
endorsed inferentially or at least the principle involved in the exten- 
sion of veterans’ pursuing courses of vocational rehabilitation training 
as outlined in S. 3274. 

I might add, however, that I would like to make these several 
suggestions with respect to this bill S. 3274. 

Tt stipulates that any veteran who, prior to January 1, 1960, has 
commenced a course of vocational rehabilitation, and so forth, should 
continue to be in training until July 25, 1964. 








16 AMENDING WORLD WAR II VETERANS REHABILITATION ACT 


We would like to point out that Congress last year, or the last 
Congress, rather, in Public Law 707 of the 85th Congress permits 
persons whose discharges are corrected to start and finish a course 
of vocational training not later than January 1, 1965 

With that in mind, the VFW would recommend that, if this bill 
is given the green light, that date July 25, 1964, be changed to Jan- 
nary 31, 1965. 

Senator Yarnoroven. You mean coterminus with the termination 
of the training of the other group? 

Mr. Stover. Of the other group; yes. 

Senator Yarnoroven. I think that is a reasonable suggestion. 

Mr. Srover. The other suggestion I would like to make is that, as 
I understand this bill in its present form, a person has to be in train- 
ing before January 1, 1960, to be afforded the benefits of continuing 
in training. As I understand it, there are persons from World War 
IT who have been, for physical reasons, or their disability has made 
it medically infeasible for them to be in goes so even to this late 
date. It seems that if S. 3274 could be amended to include groups 
such as these, it would be bringing in all those groups who have not 
had an opportunity to train, not because they didn’t want to, but 
because of some type of impediment that pre ‘vented them from going 
into training. 

Senator Yarsoroven. Pardon me, Mr. Stover, for interrupting. 

Mr. Bland, can you all hear Mr. Stover, you with the Veterans’ 
Administration ? 

Mr. Buanp. Yes. We are following this very carefully. 

Senator Yarsoroucn. You are making notes on it, too? 

Mr. Buanp. Yes. 

Senator Yarrorovar. You have finished testifying, but I would 
like to have data from you on the cost, and an informal presentation 
of that, later. It strikes me that there is 2 good deal of merit in 
these recommendations by Mr. Stover, and I wanted to be sure you 
were making notes on it. 

Mr. Buanp. Very well, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator YarnoroveH. Will you, in the data you furnish later about 
other groups, give us data on how many are in these groups, and the 
estimated cost if this bill is amended to meet Mr. Stover’s 
recommendations? 

Mr. Bianp. Yes, sir. We will undertake to do that. 

Senator Yarsoroueu. All right, thank you. 

Go ahead, Mr. Stover. 

Mr. Srover. Now, concerning S. 3275, which would extend the loan 
guarantee program to February 3, 1965, we don’t have a convention 
mandate on this bill. However, our national legislative committee, 
which is composed of outstanding veterans and prominent and in- 
fluential citizens from all over the United States, met here in Wash- 
ington, D.C., on February 7, and among other things they considered 
the proposition of extending the World War II GT loan program. 
This VFW committee recommended that the VFW go on record as 
favoring the extension of this program another 5 years. 

One of the main reasons was, as I recall, that only about 30 percent 
of World War II veterans, approxiiately 5 million, have availed 
themselves of this benefit. Many reasons have been cited, the prin- 
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cipal one being the lack of mortgage money and the high interest 
rates. In any “event, there are about 10 million World War II vet- 
erans who have not as yet had an opportunity to avail themselves of 
the GI loan guarantee program, and the VFW, therefore, does favor 
and support this proposition to extend this program another 5 years. 

Senator Yarsorouen. Of coure, Mr. Stover, in speaking of interest 
rates in the future we are dealing with a matter of uncertainty, a 
speculative matter. But is it not true, if you study the economy of 
the country, that there have been waves, you might say, in the econ- 
omy, periods in our history when interest rates have been higher, and 
periods when they have been lower: and if this is extended for 5 years, 
mortgage money might become available at a much cheaper rate than 
the rate now? It is entirely possible from the standpoint of eco- 
nomics that mortgage money should become available at a cheaper 
rate. Even at this rate, if the mortgage money were readily avail- 
able, is it the experience of the VFW that of these remaining 10 mil- 
lion veterans many would build their homes if the mortgage money 
were available? 

Mr. Srover. Yes, I think that could be anticipated. In fact, there 
has been brought to the attention of the national office of the VF W 
that one of the main reasons many veterans have not taken advantage 
of the guarantee program was because there just aren’t any homes 
around to be obtained by a GI guaranteed loan. The people who build 
the homes and lend the money apparently see fit to put their money 
into other types of investment. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Of course, here again, we are dealing with 
the uncertain factor of what people with money to invest want to do 
with their money. In recent. years, there has been a great flight of 
investment money from mortgages to stocks. Now, recently, for the 
first time that I have seen in some years, newspapers have begun to 
print reports of just how much money people are making on their 
stocks, and pointing out that the stock dividends of many of the largest 
corporations of the country that the people are receiving are amount- 
ing to some 3 percent a year, or 3.1 percent, or 3.25 percent on the 
amount of money invested. It is believed by some who deal in these 
matters, some economists, that that is one reason why the 4.25 percent 
Government loan was subscribed, when the Treasury thought it would 
not be, and why the short-term ‘loan was far oversubscribed last fall 
at a greater rate of interest. If these comparative studies keep on, 
and if the earnings of these very large corporations that have so much 
wealth that the people feel in buying the stocks they have purchased 
something safe, if they realize that “their ~arnings stay at a rate of 
5 percent as compared to the 5 percent in the mortgage market, where 
they have more security, then it might well be a supply of mortgage 
money might become available. 

Of course, I am not saying it will. These are imponderables. It is 
as changeable in what they will invest in as in what kind of things 
they will buy on the market. 

It might very well be that the shortage of mortgage money could 
end within a year. There is enough c apital in the country for it to 
be ended then, if people decided that this was the kind of investment 
they wanted, on the promise of the man to pay, supported by a mort- 
gage on real estate, and guaranteed against loss by the Government 
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of the United States. That would be particularly true if there should 
be widespread fluctuations in the valuations of stocks over a period 
of years, which is not at all unusual in the American economy. 

Mr. Srover. Certainly it is a safe and sound investment, a GI mort- 
gage. One could not ask for any safer investment, I don’t believe. 

Senator Yarsoroucn. And does this not add to the economy of the 
country, strengthen the economy in direct proportion to the number 
of homes built ? 

Mr. Stover. There is no question about it. 

Senator Yarsoroucn. And there are the jobs it furnishes to the 
workers, and the opportunity for homeownership it furnishes Amer- 
ican citizens, where they pay for the home themselves and have an 
opportunity to live in it while they are paying it off. 

Mr. Stover. And toshare in the community. 

Senator Yarroroven. That is right: all of those imponderable 
factors. 

Mr. Srover. Mr. Jones, did you have a comment to make? 

Mr. Jones, by the way, for many years was a State approval officer 
for the administration of the World War II GI education and train- 
ing program in Kansas, and is very familiar with many of the techni- 
calities and problems of the GI education program, and has some 
most valuable comments on that aspect. of this legislation. 

Mr. Jones. I will confine my remarks entirely to S. 3274. 

First of all, I want to say that we want to compliment the chair- 
man on the introduction of this bill, not only because of the benefit 
which will be derived by a group of disabled veterans through its 
adoption, but also because it affords us a chance to discuss the basic 
issue of the extension of the deadline date with you this morning. 

Mr. Stover has mentioned, I think, that we feel there are other 
groups within the World War IT disabled veterans which probably 
should be considered before final consideration and adoption of this 
measure. In actual fact, I think our resolution from the last conven- 
tion favors a general extension of the deadline date for all World 
War IT veterans who would qualify under existing rules. But realiz- 
ing that your bill, Mr. Chairman, is designed for a group which the 
VFW favors, we would like to suggest these additional specific groups 
to be included. 

I would also like to state that the Veterans’ Administration, in 
response to your inquiry, may point out some groups equally worthy 
that I have not thought of before appearing here this morning. Be- 

cause I limit this to five groups does not mean that there might not: be 
other groups of disabled veterans of World War IT equally worthy. 

First of all, I am thinking of the veteran whose discharge was of 
such a nature as to prevent and award of service- connection, and 
therefore prevented the right to enter training as a disabled veteran, 
or whose discharge is subsequently changed, either by now or in the 
near future, so that he would have legal eligibility. 

As Mr, Stover pointed out, Public Law 85-707 says that a World 
War II veteran whose discharge is changed can have until 1965 to 
complete training under the World War II GI bill, which applies 
primarily to nondisabled veterans. 

We would feel, certainly, that disabled veterans should have equal 
or greater consideration in all respects, including the question of date 
of termination of training. 
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Another group we think most worthy is the group of veterans who 
have not heretofore been granted service connection, but are granted 
service connection now or in the near future, and thus entitlement to 
vocational rehabilitation if the law permits them to enter training. 
We think this is a worthy group. 

A third group involves veterans whose service-connected disability 
increases substantially in severity, and particularly where the increase 
is of a permanent nature. I am not thinking of where the increase 
is a temporary, acute episode. I believe this group includes two sub- 
divisions: first, a group who, although they were service connected 
in prior years, had a low percentage rating, and it was determined 
they were not vocationally handicapped and therefore were not per- 
mitted to enroll in training, but now suffer a disability that makes 
them fully eligible. 

The second group would involve those who entered training and 
perhaps completed training, perhaps even worked successfully for 
a period of time, and then found their service-connected disability 
had increased to an extent they could no longer perform that occupa- 
tion for which they were trained. We believe it worthwhile to con- 
sider authorizing the Veterans’ Administration to extent further re- 
habilitation to that group. 

Senator YarsBorouGH. Pardon me, Mr. Jones, would you state that 
last sentence over again? Iam not certain I got the whole of that. 

Mr. Jones. The last group I was discussing are those veterans who 

erhaps completed a period of rehabilitation in prior years, and per- 

aps even worked fairly successfully in the occupation for which they 
were trained, and then found that the service-connected disability had 
increased to such a severe level that they no longer could hold a job 
in that occupation, or any other suitable employment. We believe 
the VA ahead be authorized to give those fellows further rehabilita- 
tion under this law. That would, of course, require an extension of 
some time. 

Senator YarsoroucuH. To train them in some other skill that does 
not, perhaps, require as high a level of activity as they were formerly 
able to engage in before their increasing disability? Is that the 
purport of your statement ? 

Mr. Jones. That is correct. 

Then, the fourth group I am thinking of are those veterans who 
either were not permitted to enroll in training because they weren’t 
considered feasible, or they enrolled and could not complete because of 
their physical or mental condition. Some of those fellows now are 
or will be in the future able to successfully pursue training. I am 
thinking particularly, perhaps, of some neuro psychiatric patients in 
hospitals who may be released as greatly improved, but if their only 
recourse is to seek employment, the fact that they have just been 
immediately released from the hospital will hurt their chances of 
employment. If they could be placed in training for a period of time 
under this law and successfully pursue training their chances of ob- 
taining employment would be greatly enhanced. 

I am thinking both of the mental and physical cases, those who were 
prohibited from entering training because they weren’t considered 
medically feasible, and those who entered training but had to interrupt 
because they could not carry on in view of their severe condition. 
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Senator Yarsoroucu. Mr. Jones, will you wait just a minute? 
The counsel for the subcommittee wants to ask you a question. 

Mr. Brackwei.. One of the types of cases you are discussing now 
involves a person who might be in a hospital for a prolonged period 
of time, 2 or even 3 years is conceivable, and of course, while he is 
there these time limitations are running against him. This would 
be counted against him when he attempts to reenter training, even 
though after being released from the hospital he is capable of re- 
ceiving training. Is this one of the cases you are covering ! 

Mr. Jones. Yes, it is. They woutldn’ necessarily have been hos. 
pitalized, but a lot of them would have been. 

Mr. Buackwe.u. They could have been just too ill 

Mr. Jones. That is right; physically or mentally. 

The fifth group involves veterans In the same group, generally, as 
those which would be covered by your original bill, Mr. Chairman, 
except that they did not enter training because they could not com- 
plete by the deadline date. 

There are veterans now under the old law whose training will not 
be completed by July 25, but who enrolled because they had commit- 
ments for sponsorship by State rehabilitation agencies or other groups, 
including financial assistance beyond that date for completion of 
training, not under VA sponsorship. Some veterans did not enroll, 
because they could not gain that sponsorship; and of course, extension 
of time under the law for that group would enable them now to enroll. 
I believe in most instances they are a worthy group. 

I think arguments could be presented for no time limitation, no 
final time limitation for training under the rehabilitation program 
of service-disabled World War I, and Korean veterans for the entire 
group, but particularly for those groups just discussed this morning. 
I realize the Congress might not consider favorably a recommendation 
that there be no deadline date for those who have just delayed apply- 
ing for training to which they were entitled years ago, and which they 
could have pursued years ago. But for those groups discussed this 
morning, it could be argued that there perhaps should be no dead- 
line date at all. 

In any event, I would like to reiterate the suggestion of Mr. Stover 
that the final date at least be brought up to the 1965 date, the final 
date for World War IT nondisabled t training under the World War II 
GI bill. Also, Mr. Chairman, we should like to submit supplementary 
detail on these categories. In addition, if we may, we should like 
to submit a comment relating to the questions raised by S. 1050 and 
H.R. 4306, which are now under study by your subcommittee. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. Mr. Jones, we will be happy to have and 
include in this record the supplementary materials you described. 
Mr. Stover, do you have any other statement ? 

Mr. Srover. No, that concludes our views, Mr. Chairman. And 
I want to thank you very much for the opportunity of being here this 
morning. 

Senator Yarnoroven. Thank you, Mr. Jones, for bringing to our 
attention these other groups. I would like to ask Mr. Bland a 
question. 
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Mr. Bland, how long would it take the Veterans’ Administration to 
prepare a comment on the different categories covered in Mr. Jones’ 
recommendations, with also an estimate of the number probably cov- 
ered, and the expense of each of those categories being included in 
Ss. 32744 How long do you think it would take to supply that in- 
formation for the record ¢ 

(The information referred to above follows :) 


ADDITIONAL GROUPS FOR CONSIDERATION 


(1) Veterans who were prevented from initiating a program of rehabilitation 
becuuse of the nature of discharge and whe become eligible because of a change, 
correction or modification of a discharge or dismissal or other corrective action. 

(2) Veterans who first established the existence of service-connected com- 
pensable disability and the need for vocational rehabilitation too late to permit 
enrollment prior to the current delimiting date, and also veterans who establish 
service-connected compensable disability and the need for vocational rehabilita- 
tion in time to permit vocational rehabilitation prior to the proposed new de- 
limiting date. 

(3) Veterans who were previously prevented from entering or completing 
training because of physical or mental condition who are determined to be fea 
sible for training. 

(4) Veterans whose service-connected disabilities have increased in severity, 
including : 

(a) Those previously determined not to be vocationally handicapped but 
who are later determined to be vocationally handicapped because of in- 
creased severity of service-connected disability. 

(b) Veterans who previously pursued vocational rehabilitation but who 
are no longer able to work in the particular vocation for which trained or 
other suitable employment because of increased severity of service-con- 
nected disability. 

(5) Disabled veterans declared in need of training but denied benefits be- 
cause of the impossibility of completing the approved program of rehabilitation 
prior to July 25, 1960, and the lack of a sponsorship commitment for completion 
of training after that date. 

COMMENTS 


(1) If it is contemplated that hereafter any World War II veteran in one of 
the above groups eligible tor and in need of rehabilitation would be enrolled 
despite the fact that he could not complete the approved course of training by 
the proposed new delimiting date, if arrangements have been made for comple- 
tion of such training after that date under other acceptable sponsorship, esti- 
mates of numbers, costs, etc., for the above categories should contemplate the 
effect of probable enrollments under such special administrative provision. 

(2) While the VFW favors a general extension of several years and deletion 
of the tinal delimiting date for the above groups, with the exception of group 
5, it is believed that estimates for groups recommended by the VFW should be 
based on some 1965 date, possibly January 31, 1965, the final date for World 
War II GI bill training under the special provision established by Public Law 
So-SO7. Senator Yarborough indicated favorable personal reaction to the sug- 
gestion that the July 25, 1964, date as proposed in S. 3274 be changed to a 1965 
date. It is possible he would favor July 25, 1965 rather than January 31, 1965. 


COMMENT ON S. 1050 AND H.R. 4306 


Child beneficiaries of veterans who died due to injury or disease, incurred or 
aggravated, for which wartime rates of compensation are payable, not covered 
by or entitled to War Orphans Education Act 


The critical periods are defined as follows: 

(1) The peried folowing World War I: The wartime period for the purposes 
of this act (Public Law 684) begins on April 6, 1917, and ends on November 11, 
1918. This means that actual aggravation or incurrence of disease or disability 
that resulted in the death of the veteran must have occurred during the wartime 
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period and prior to the aforementioned ending date. Service connection by way 
of presumption must also, by use of the applicable presumptive period, go back 
beyond the ending date and into the specified period. It should be recognized that 
recently enacted legislation encompassed beneficiaries of veterans who died asa 
result of service-connected disabilities who had service in Russia and for this 
group extended the wartime ending date to April 1, 1920. In the World War I 
group wartime rates of compensation were paid in any case where the veteran 
had service during the basic period prior to November 11, 1918, but who were 
discharged from 1 to 3 years subsequent to that date. This is true even though 
the disability or disease could be shown to have had its inception subsequent to 
November 11, 1918. In other cases wartime rates of compensation were paid on 
a presumptive basis up until January 1, 1925, where the disability manifested it- 
self to a degree of 10 percent or more prior to that date. This is of course in 
absence of showing of intercurrent cause of the disease or disability. This group 
in which the presumptive period was extended to January 1, 1925, included 
neuropsychiatric disease (organie and functional) tuberculosis (with 6, 9, and 
12 months added for pulmonary tuberculosis), amoebic dysentery, encephalitis, 
lethargica, and spinal meningitis. It should also be recognized that the 1 
year for presumption in chronic diseases created entitlement to wartime rates of 
compensation following World War I. 

(2) The period following World War IT: The wartime period for the purposes 
of this act (Public Law 634) begins on December 7, 1941, and ends on December 
31, 1946. Here as in the period following World War I there exists a period 
for which wartime rates of compensation are payable. This period is called 
World War II extended and creates entitlement to wartime rates of compen- 
sation for disability or disease incurred or aggravated in those cases where the 
veteran was in service on or before December 31, 1946, and who served con- 
tinuously during this period up to and including July 25, 1947. Again as in 
the period following World War I wartime rates of compensation may be paid 
for disease or disability incurred or aggravated subsequent to the end of the 
basic eligibility period and up to July 25, 1947. This would also be true on a 
presumptive basis. 

With these two periods defined within which it is shown that wartime rates 
of compensation are payable and where entitlement to war orphans education 
benefits is precluded other factors which compound the existing inadequacies 
are manifest. These inadequacies are shown with respect to three important 
factors; namely, inservice deaths, presumptive service connections, and dates 
of discharge. 

In the first category any inservice death that cannot be factually or presump- 
tion related to the specified period precludes benefits under War Orphans Edu- 
eation Act. However, under the conditions and within the periods set forth 
before, for the periods following World War I and World War IT wartime rates 
of compensation are payable. By the same token and with reference to the 
second and third categories, applicable presumptive service connections that 
do not revert to the basic period specified under the War Orphans Education 
Act are likewise precluded. It has been ruled by the VA that presumptive 
service connection is not necessarily controlled by date of discharge. but may 
revert to the end of the wartime period. In other words, using World War II 
as an example, and using a condition for which the 1-year presumptive 
period is applicable, and where the veteran was in service on or before December 
31, 1946, such condition becoming manifest up to and including December 31, 
1947, would create entitlement to benefits under the War Orphans Education 
Act. Yet for wartime compensation purpose the same condition could become 
manifest and create entitlement up to and ineluding July 25, 1948. The same 
would be true in cases of actual death if the death were caused by one of the 
chronic conditions for which the 1-year presumption would apply. 

In the third and last category date of discharge can be of prime importance. 
In this respect we use the example of a veteran who is discharged on Mav 1, 
1947, with service on or prior to December 31, 1946. This veteran with a 1-year 
presumption will be service connected and paid wartime rates for any of the 
chronic conditions which become manifest on or prior to May 1, 1948. but the 
veteran will be precluded from benefits under War Orphans Edueation Act if 
the disease does not appear on or prior to December 31, 1947. Had he been 
discharged on or prior to December 31, 1946, and with using the 1-year pre 
sumption benefits would be payable. The aforementioned categories and exam- 
ples should clearly point out the inadequacies and particularly point out that 
in a majority of cases, a man who dies in service outside of the specified period 
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will not be allowed even the same benefit that a veteran who develops a chronic 
disease within the same period is allowed with respect to war orphans education 
benefits. 

This adjudication of inservice deaths creates somewhat of a paradox. Spe- 
cially, it means that if a veteran dies of a chronic disease for which presump- 
tion is applicable there may be entitlement to war orphans education benefits 
if the death is within the periods explained before. However, if the death is 
caused by any other means than the aforementioned category and is not within 
the periods specified in section 101, title 38, United States Code, there will be no 
entitlement to war orphans education benefits. 


Mr. Buianp. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Gundlach tells me that we have a 
new basis here, a number of different groups which we would have to 
estimate, and it would take a considerable period. It is pretty hard 
now to estimate how long, but I think it might be a matter of weeks, 
Mr. Chairman. I would hate to say just how long it would be. We 
have about five groups involved here, described by Mr. Jones, I 
believe. It would take considerable time to attempt to estimate the 
cost. for the numbers affected in each of those groups. 

Senator Yarsorouau. Is it possible to expedite that and have it, say, 
within 2 weeks? 

Mr. Bianp. We could certainly make this attempt. Mr. Gundlach 
tells me it is doubtful that it would be ready in 2 weeks, however. 

Senator YArBoroucH. We will leave this record open for another 
week. At the end of that week, I will ask counsel to get in touch with 
the Veterans’ Administration and see whether it can be done. If it 
cannot be done, we will go ahead and close the record; but if all of 
this can be filed within 2 weeks, we are inclined to leave the record 
open. Of course, in view of the lateness of this session of Congress, 
i we decided the bill is in jeopardy because of that delay, we might 
close the record anyway, if at an executive meeting on the bill S. 3274 
we see no reason for leaving the record open further on S. 3275. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

(See p. 30 for VA material submitted at the request of Senator 
Yarborough.) 

We have rec eived a communication from Senator John Sparkman 
in support of S. 3275. He is one of the cosponsors of the bill. 

(The communication referred to follows :) 

APRIL 20, 1960. 
Hon. RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is to urge the favorable consideration by 
your subcommittee of S. 3275, introduced by you and cosponsored by Senator 
Morse, Senator Humphrey, and by me. _ S. 3275 would extend the loan guarantee 
program for World War II veterans from the scheduled expiration date of July 
25, 1960, to February 1, 1965. 

As you know, you joined me in introducing a bill to extend the veterans’ 
direct home loan program for a similar period of time, and to make it coter- 
minus with the loan guarantee program for World War II veterans and veterans 
of the Korean conflict. This latter bill, S. 3276, is now pending before the 
Subcommittee on Housing, of which I am chairman. Hearings on S. 3276 will 
be scheduled soon and I hope that both bills will be enacted. 

These two programs for veterans have been very beneficial. Without them, 
millions of veterans could not have obtained housing suitable for their needs. 
There are over. 14 million veterans of World War II. About 5 million have 
exercised their rights under the guarantee or the direct home loan programs. 
This leaves over 9 million World War II veterans who are still eligible to obtain 
needed housing. 
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I am aware of the argument made by some that these two programs have 
served their purposes and that Congress should allow them to end. I cannot 
subseribe to this argument, for I do not believe it to be true. Conditions in the 
mortgage market over the last several months have been such that applications 
for certificates of eligibility under the guarantee program have dwindled to ; 
minimum. This by no means indicates that World War II veterans do not 
wish to use this program to obtain needed financing for homes. Indeed, the 
conditions in the mortgage market have caused many veterans to withhold 
filing applications for guaranteed home loans. World War II veterans wanting 
to use the program should not be penalized because conditions in the money 
market have prohibited them from obtaining a guaranteed loan, nor should they 
be penalized because the program is due to terminate before they are able to 
exercise their rights to obtain such a loan. 

I am hopeful that conditions will improve and will permit veterans to take 
advantage of their entitlement under the loan guarantee program. 

The Subcommittee on Housing recently completed a study of mortgage credit 
problems and made recommendations which should lead to an increase in the 
supply and an improvement in the distribution of home mortgage credit in the 
future. Veterans of World War II shouid be among those benefiting from such 
improved conditions in the coming years. 

Until such time as we are certain that the millions of veterans still seeking 
good housing do not desire to use their entitlements, we should not forego any 
of the existing programs designed to assist them. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN SPARKMAN, 


Senator Yarsorovuen. We will leave this record open for a few 
more days for any statements of any other groups of persons who 
might desire to file a statement on it. 

Is there any other person present who has not been called on to 
testify, whose name was not on the list, who desires to testify on 
either of these bills?) Anyone whose name is not on the list, I will be 
glad to hear you if you are present and desire to testify. 

If not, counsel for the subcommittee has some material for the 
recore. 

Mr. Buackwevi. Mr. Chairman, we have several formal statements 
to include in the record regarding this legislation. We have a state- 
ment from the AMVETS, signed “by Mr. John R. Holden, legislative 
director of AMVETS, endorsing ‘the extension of the home loan 
Yuarantee program, 

Senator YarsoroucuH. It will be received and filed as part of the 
record. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Holden follows :) 


PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOUN R. HoOLpEN, LEGISLATIVE Director, AMVETS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, we of AMVETS appreciate 
this opportunity to present our views on certain matters currently being con- 
sidered by this subcommittee. 

AMVETS position on legislation, as you Know, is dictated by mandates adopted 
by our annual national convention or by our interim policymaking body, the 
national executive committee. Inasmuch as our organization has spoken on a 
subject encompassed by only one of the bills under consideration today, our 
testimony will be limited to S. 3275, a bill to extend the guaranteed loan pro- 
gram for World War II veterans to February 1, 1965. 

For some time now, AMVETS in convention assembled and in meetings of our 
national executive committee have grappled with the problem of interest rates, 
the dwindling supply of mortgage money and matters related to these problems. 
Our study of possible solutions to the many complex problems in the guaranteed 
home loan program appear inevitably to have been made under conditions where 
the World War II program had almost ended because of the extreme shortage 
of mortgage financing. The so-called dry spells or periods when the World War 
II program was not operating at capacity for reasons beyond the control of the 
veteran home buyer offer tangible arguments to justify an extension of the 
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World War II program. In short, the World War II veteran has not had the 
full 13 years provided by the law to avail himself of this benefit. 

Statistics released by the Veterans’ Administration indicate that about 33 
percent of the eligible World War II veterans have participated in the loan 
guarantee program to date. Had the program been operating at maximum ¢a- 
pacity during all of its lifetime, this percentage, in our judgment, would have 
been appreciably higher. At the time the original July 1957 deadline was im- 
posed, no one of course could foresee the outbreak of Korean hostilities in June 
1950. In the 3 years that followed, substantial credit controls were imposed 
and construction materials became scarce. These factors undoubtedly inter- 
rupted the home buying plans of many veterans. The Congress, recognizing 
these factors, has extended the program to its present termination date of July 
25, 1960. In spite of the extension of the program, the unavailability of fi- 
nancing has continued to serve as a deterrent to the home buying plans of 
thousands of World War II veterans. Despite the fact that the statutory 
termination of the program is several months in the future, it has already ex- 
pired prematurely for the thousands of World War II veterans now seeking to 
buy a home before the July 25 deadline. 

Recognizing the problems confronting us, AMVETS at its most recent national 
convention adopted the following resolution : 

Whereas there still are substantial numbers of World War II veterans who 
have not made use of their GI loan benefits : and 

Whereas many of these veterans have been unable to use their entitlement be- 
cause of unavailability of mortgage funds or other reasons: and 

Whereas large numbers of these veterans will not be able to make use of their 
entitlement before the July 25. 1960. terminal date: Now therefore be it 

Resolved, That the AMVETS recommend an extension of the World War II 
veterans GI loan entitlement be authorized to July 25, 1962. 

This resolution, of course, provides for a 2-year extension of the guaranteed 
home loan program. 8S. 3275, we recognize, will extend the program for 5 years. 
In our convention committee’s deliberations, it was determined that 2 vears con- 
stituted both a reasonable and minimal extension of the program. We would 
support any extension of the program that the Congress in its wisdom deemed 
warranted. 

We recognize that an extension of the program alone will not serve to attract 
mortgage financing into the program. We therefore recommend that considera- 
tion be given to offering possible solutions that will stimulate the flow of mort- 
gage financing into the program. A strong healthy Veterans’ Administration 
home loan program, with an adequate flow of mortgage money therein, would 
certainly be a potent weapon in the war against recession by providing more 
employment in construction and other industries that are dependent upon the 
homebuilding industry. 

Because of these compelling reasons, AMVETS support an extension of the 
loan guarantee program for World War IT veterans, and we respectfully urge 
this committee to report a measure containing at least a 2-vear extension of the 
program. 


Mr. Birackweti. We have a statement from Elmer M. Freuden- 
berger, acting national director of legislation, Disabled American Vet- 
erans, favorably endorsing the bills S. 3274 and S. 3275. 

Senator Yarsoroven. The communication will be received and filed 
as part of the record. 

(The communication referred to follows :) 


DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS, 
NATIONAL SERVICE HEADQUARTERS, 
Washington, D.C., April 19, 1960. 
Hon. RatpH YARBOROUGH, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH: This has reference to the advice received from 
your committee that there will be a hearing on Wednesday, April 20, 1960, to 
consider S. 3274 and S. 3275. 

It is observed that S. 3274 would permit certain veterans pursuing vocational 
rehabilitation training to continue therein for such period as may be necessary 
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to complete such courses, but in no event beyond July 25, 1964. S. 3275 would 
extend, with respect to World War II veterans, the guaranteed loan programs 
to February 1, 1965. 

In view of the obvious merits of both bills the Disabled American Veterans 
is favorable to the enactment of these items of proposed legislation. A per. 
sonal appearance before your subcommittee is not reqeusted and in lieu therof 
this letter may be made a part of the record, with your approval. 

Sincerely, 
ELMER M. FREUDENBERGER, 
Acting National Director of Legislation. 


Mr. Buackwe.i. We have a covering letter from Mr. Miles D, 
Kennedy, director of the American Legion, covering the statement 
of Mr. John R. Corcoran concerning 8. 3274, and a statement cover- 
ing S. 3275. The American Legion endorses 8. 3274 and suggests 
certain amendments, but it endorses favorably S. 3275. 

Senator Yarsoroven. The statements and covering letter will be 
received as part of the record. 

(The statements and covering letter referred to follow :) 


THE AMERICAN LEGION LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., April 20, 1960. 
Hon. RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Veterans’ Affairs, of the Senate Labor and 
Public Welfare Committee, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Deak SENATOR YARBOROUGH: Referring to the hearings scheduled to be held 
today on S. 3275, to extend for World War II veterans the guaranteed loan 
programs to February 1, 1965, and S. 3274 to permit veterans pursuing courses 
of vocational rehabilitation training to continue same under certain circum- 
stances, I enclose copy of my statement in support of S. 3275. 

I also enclose copies of statement of Mr. John J. Corcoran, director of the 
National Rehabilitation Commission of the American Legion, wherein he sup- 
ports 8. 3274 providing certain amendments are made therein. The proposed 
amendments appear on page 2, lines 3 to 9, both inclusive. 

While we are not asking for the privilege of a personal appearance before 
the subcommittee by a representative of the American Legion, may I respect- 
fully request that the two annexed statements be given consideration by the 
subcommittee and both statements incorporated in full in the record of the 
hearings on the two bills above mentioned. 

Thanking you for your courtesy and consideration, and with kind personal 
regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Mites D. KENNeEpy, Director. 


PREPARED STATEMENT OF MILES D. KENNEDY, Director, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE 
COMMISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, the American Legion’s 
support of S. 3275 is based on resolution No. 622, adopted by our 1959 national 
convention, advocacing a 2-year extension of the exxpiration date of the GI 
home loan program. 

S. 5275 would extend the World War II entitlements to February 1, 1965, 
which is beyond the date of July 25, 1962, as requested by the American Legion. 
However, an extension to February 1, 1965, would meet with our approval. 

Mr. Chairman, our reasons for urging this extension is the same as that 
which inspired the American Legion to conceive and support enactment of the 
GI bill of rights. It is good for the veteran, and it is good for the country. 

The American Legion considers the GI bill one of the most farsighted bene 
ficial laws ever enacted by the Congress. The home, business, and farm loan 
provisions of this law were designed to help veterans establish homes and 
businesses and a future as useful, productive citizens. Since its enactment, the 
GI program has enabled more than 514 million World War II and Korean vet- 
erans to become homeowners, totaling approximately $48 billion. The program 
has not only benefited many deserving veterans, but has also been of tremen- 
dous benefit to our Nation’s economy. 
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Under existing law, the loan guaranteed program will expire for World War 
II veterans on July 25, 1960. You may ask why these eligible veterans have 
not heretofore taken advantage of their loan privileges? The answer is two 
fold: (1) Either because they have not achieved the economic, or family status 
to purchase or build a home, or (2), home-buying plans have been interrupted 
because of the unavailability of mortgage financing. 

Statistics show that the calendar years 1958 and 1959 had the lowest GI loan 
volume since the program began, except for 1944 and 1945, when the program 
was not truly operative because of needed changes in the law and procedure, 
which became effective in 1946. In 1958 only 145,930 home loans were made 
under the GI loan program. In the first 11 months of 1959 only about 195,000 
home loans were closed, and this includes 5 months in which the rate on GI loans 
was 5144 percent. Compared with the previous low year (1949), with 276,793 
home loans closed, and the highest year (1955), with nearly 650,000 home loans 
closed, it is evident that these last 2 years have been much below par as far as 
the veterans who wanted GI loans are concerned. 

The American Legion feels it is only fair and just that World War II vet- 
erans, Who have been unsuccessful in their attempts to obtain GI home loans 
during a period that appears to be the closing months of the program, be given 
an opportunity to obtain the benefit which was intended for them by the Con- 
gress. We also believe many veterans who wish to improve their housing, or 
have need to relocate in new areas where their careers have taken them, are 
anxious to buy homes if GI financing is made available to them. 

The American Legion believes that our country can well afford to give our 
World War II veterans this opportunity by extending the GI loan program for 
this group, particularly in view of the fact that the program has done more to 
benefit deserving veterans and the entire Nation at less cost to the Government 
than any comparable program ever devised. I am sure the subcommittee does 
not have to be reminded of the remarkable credit record compiled by our 
veterans under the GI loan program. 

We are confident, however, that the subcommittee, and the Congress, are well 
aware of these considerations which we have mentioned. 

In conclusion, the American Legion endorses S. 3275 and respectfully urges 
the subcommittee to extend, for at least 2 years, the GI home loan benefits to 
World War II veterans. 


PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN J. CORCORAN, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL REHABILITATION 
CoMMISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, the American Legion appre- 
ciates this opportunity to present its views on the elimination of vocational 
rehabilitation training completion dates for seriously disabled veterans of 
World War II and the Korean conflict. Many have been unable to initiate 
training because their disabilities have kept them confined for many years in 
VA hospitals, State hospitals, and their homes. 

Resolution No. 571 of the 1959 National Convention of the American Legion 
seeks legislation “* * * to provide vocational rehabilitation for disabled veterans 
of World War II and the Korean conflict, when able to pursue a course of voca- 
tional rehabilitation, if they have been prevented by their service-connected 
disability or disabilities from engaging in such course, without regard to time 
limitation for initiation or completion.” 

Mrs. Elizabeth Kee, of West Virginia, member of the Veterans’ Affairs Com- 
mittee of the House of Representatives, introduced H.R. 10059 on February 1, 
1960, as requested by the American Legion. This bill would provide ‘Vocational 
rehabilitation may be afforded beyond the terminaticn date otherwise applicable 
for such period as is necessary for the veteran to pursue and compelte a suitable 
course of training if he 

“(A) Was unable to enter or complete training within the period other- 
Wise applicable because of a service-connected disability : and 

“(B) Undertakes or resumes training within a reasonable time after it 
becomes medically feasible for him to do so.” 

The American Legion approves S. 3274, introduced by Senator Ralph Yar- 
borough of Texas; however, we recommend that it be amended to include the 


provisions of H.R. 10059. This would eliminate the present provision in S. 327 


requiring affected World War II veterans to have initiated training “* * * prior 
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to January 1, 1960 * * *° and to complete training by July 1, 1964: and will 
provide the same benefits to seriously disabled veterans of the Korean conflict, if 
needed. 

The success of modern medicine in making it possible for the seriously dis- 
ubled to become rehabilitated, and the success of Veterans’ Administration hos- 
pital teams in returning seriously disabled veterans to active community living 
und employment, have created a challenge for all concerned to seek out those who 
for years have considered their status in the economic life of their home 
communities as hopeless... 

On March 28, 160, the Veterans’ Administration released Technical Bulletin 
22-7 advising all regional office employees to assist in locating and identifying 
those eligible veterans who might benefit by vocational rehabilitation training 
and to bring these cases to the attention of the Vocational Rehabilitation and 
Education Division in the regional office for further exploration of vocational 
rehabilitation needs. All VA contact officers are being informed of the intensified 
efforts to rehabilitate seriously disabled veterans by means of new and improved 
vocational rehabilitation techniques. 

The technical bulletin states that in determining medical feasibility of train- 
ing for the seriously disabled, each veteran should be allowed to train to the 
degree of employability of which he is capable. For example, the veteran in 
training, and eventual employment, may be able to work only part time. Part- 
time work is especially applicable to self-employment. 

The vocational rehabilitation and education counselors and training specialists 
will visit the homes of seriously disabled veterans. They will inform them about 
vocational rehabilitation possibilities and encourage them to develop their capac- 
ities for useful employment. 

The Vocational Rehabilitation and Education Service of the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration reports 325,000 World War II disabled veterans receiving compensation 
awards of 50 percent or more. Of these, 118.000 entered training under Public 
Law 78-16 and an additional 84,000 entered training under Public Law 78-346. 
Over 120,000 such veterans never entered training. 

Fifty thousand veterans of the Korean conflict are receiving compensation 
awards of 50 percent or more. Of this group, 20,000 entered training under 
Public Law 81-894 and an additional 10,000 entered training under Public Law 
82-550. This leaves about 20,000 who did not enter vocational rehabilitation 
training. 

The American Legion joins the Vocational Rehabilitation and Education 
Service of the Veterans’ Administration in accepting responsibility in finding 
and motivating these seriously disabled veterans toward vocational rehabilita- 
tion. 

We respectfully urge your subcommittee to favorably report S. 3274 with the 
amendment suggested by the American Legion. By so doing, you will help make 
it possible for these eligible veterans to take full advantage of the benefit and 
achieve economic independence. 

Thank you for your interest in the views of the American Legion. 


Mr. Biackwett. Also, we have a statement from Conrad P. Har- 
ness, executive vice president of the Home Manufacturers Association, 
endorsing S. 3275, extending the veterans home loan guarantee pro- 
gram. 

We also have a letter from Samuel E. Neel, general counsel, Mort- 
gage Bankers Association of America; and a written statement from 
the American Bankers Association. 

Senator Yarrorovucn. The statements and letter will be received 
and made a part of the record. 

(The statements and letter follow :) 


STATEMENT OF CONRAD P. HARNESS, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
HoME MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION 


The board of directors of the Home Manufacturers Association, whose members 
last year produced the bulk of the prefabricated housing manufactured and sold 
in America, wish to go on record in support of S. 3275 to extend the home loan 
xuarantee program for World War II veterans until February 1, 1965. 
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amt 


Last year our industry produced 132,054 homes, or some 12 percent of all 
single family housing in this country. We estimate that over half were in the 
FHA and VA market. As you know, the housing needs of millions of World 
War II and Korean war veterans have not been met—merely postponed due to 
the shortage of mortgage funds for these programs. 

It is very true that the homebuilding ‘ndustry has been hampered greatly 
in its efforts to house veterans because ~f the feast and famine aspects of 
mortgage loans. While the market for such loans has been very feeble during 
the past year or more, conditions may change in the future. If so, the program 
should be available for use by veterans as the Congress intended. 

This association consistently has supported the direct loan program in the VA 
housing field, because of the shortage of such funds in most areas. We continue 
to do so. We feel this Nation is obligated to aid the war veteran in securing 
decent housing at reasonable prices. We hope the Congress will pass S. 3275 
and that this legislation will become law. Please include this letter in the 
record. 


MorRTGAGE BANKERS ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, 
Washington, D.C., April 11, 1960. 
Hon. RALPH W. YARBOROUGH, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Veterans Affairs of the Senate Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH: I have been requested by Mr. B. B. Bass, pres- 
ident of the Mortgage Bankers Association of America, to address this letter 
to you, regarding the provisions of S. 3275 to extend the provisions of certain 
programs of the Veterans’ Administration. It is my understanding that your 
subcommittee will shortly hold brief hearings on the provisions of this bill. 

The members of the Mortgage Bankers Association of America have made 
many millions of dollars of loans to veterans under the provisions of the Na- 
tional Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, as amended. In making these loans, 
the lending institutions have performed services for veterans, as well as securing 
excellent investments for their portfolios. I make this statement to indicate 
that this associaion has been active in the VA program and has been sympa- 
thetically inclined toward it. The program has been profitable to our members 
and at the same time we have been able to render the services mentioned. 

However, the association has always recognized that this program was a 
special program and was never intended to be a permanent part of the lending 
pattern of the country. Accordingly, this association has for a number of years 
adopted as a policy a provision recommending against the extension of the 
program. 

The provision in the current policy statement, which was approved by the 
board of governors of this association in February 1960, reads, as follows: 


“THE VETERANS’ HoME LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM 


“The Association is of the view that the considerations that prompted the 
institution of the home loan guarantee program of the Administrator of Vet- 
erans’ Affairs no longer prevail, and that, in the interest of creating a simple, 
self-sustaining home mortgage credit system, this special operation should not 
be maintained. Moreover, the terms for FHA-insured mortgages have now been 
sufficiently liberalized to offer an adequate means for meeting the mortgage needs 
of those who have not yet exercised their privileges under the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act. 

“The association therefore recommends— 

“12. That the VA home loan guarantee program not be extended for vet- 
erans of World War II or of the Korean war beyond their present termina- 
tion dates. 

“13. That no further authorizations be made for direct Government loans 
on veterans mortgages and that no new Government-sponsored facilities be 
created especially for financing housing for veterans. 

“14. That, during the period prior to termination, the regulation of interest 
rates on guaranteed loans be discontinued. 

“15. That no extension of the home loan guarantee program be made for 
persons who entered the service subsequent to 1955.” 
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It would be greatly appreciated if you would cause this letter to be filed 
with the records of the subcommittee and printed with the text of the hearings 
which the subcommittee holds as an expression of the opinions of this associa- 


tion on the provisions of S. 3275. 
Sincerely yours, 


SAMUEL B. NEEL, General Counsel. 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN BANKERS ASSOCIATION 


The American Bankers Association believes that the extension of the VA 
loan guarantee program for World War II veterans to July 25, 1965, as pro- 


or 


posed in 8S. 3275, is not in the public interest and cannot be justified. 

The program at its inception was based on the belief that returning veterans 
needed assistance in purchasing a home during their period of rehabilitation 
and return to normal civilian life. Congress did not intend the program to be 
permanent. The loan guarantee program undoubtedly helped many veterans to 
purchase homes after the war because their service years interfered with their 


ability to save for a downpayment. 


Fifteen years have elapsed since the Second World War, and veterans have 
long since returned to normal civilian life which includes the opportunity to 
save for at least a modest downpayment. 


has disappeared. 


Thus, the objective of the program 


Today, FHA financing is available to veterans at reasonable interest rates 
and with modest downpayments. If the GI loan guarantee program is eliminated 
and veterans, like other citizens, make use of FHA home financing facilities, the 
Government will save the expense of continuing two very similar insurance pro- 
grams. Because of the unrealistic ceiling on interest rates, very little money is 
finding its way into the GI loan guarantee program. 

In view of the above reasons, the ABA believes the whole American public, 
including veterans, would be better served if the VA loan guarantee program for 
World War II veterans was permitted to expire. 


Mr. Buackwe.u. That is all of the insertions, Mr. Chairman. 
(The Veterans’ Administration subsequently submitted the follow- 


ing statement for the record :) 


Pursuant to Senator Yarborough’s request, we obtained from representatives 
of the Veterans of Foreign Wars a listing of the additional groups which they 
recommended for inclusion within any relaxation of the deadline applicable to 
the vocational rehabilitation program for disabled World War II veterans. 

The first three additional groups which the VFW suggested for consideration 


Were. 


“1. Veterans who were prevented from initiating a program of rehabilitation 
because of the nature of discharge and who became eligible because of a 
change, correction, or modification of a discharge or dismissal or other corrective 


action. 
“se 


2. Veterans who first established 


the existence 


of service-connected 


com- 


pensable disability and the need for vocational rehabilitation too late to permit 
enrollment prior to the current delimiting date, and also veterans who establish 
service-connected compensable disability and the need for vocational rehabili- 
tation in time to permit vocational rehabilitation prior to the proposed new de 


limiting date. 


“3. Veterans who were previously prevented from entering or completing 
al condition who are determined to 


training because of physical or ment 
feasible for training.” 


be 


Taken together, these three proposals would apparently have the effect of 
made to the deadline applicable to the 
World War II vocational rehabilitation program by Public Law 610 of the 83d 


extending the “hardship exemptions’ 


Congress, and now contained in section 1502(¢) (1) 


of title 38, United States 


Code. We assume, however, that the inability to timely commence and complete 
against the extended deadline 


necessary training would be tested 


»)- 


cost 


25, 1960, rather than against the original deadline of July 25, 1956. 
The estimated cost of an unlimited extension of the present hardship exceptions 
would approximate $2 million in the first year—dropping to approximately $1 
million by the fifth year. The total 
years would approximate $714 million. 
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The VFW in their comments stated that they favored the deletion of a final 
delimiting date for these groups. If their alternate suggestion were to be 
adopted that there would be a final date of January 31, 1965, or July 25, 1965, 
there would, of course, be some reduction in the foregoing cost figures. Almost 
all of this estimated cost would be attributable to “3,” since very few veterans 
might be expected to meet the criteria in items “1” and “2” this long after 
the end of the war period. 

The fourth group which the VFW suggests for inclusion is: 

“4. Veterans whose service-connected disabilities have increased in severity, 
including : 

“(a) Those previously determined not to be vocationally handicapped but 
who are later determined to be vocationally handicapped because of increased 
severity of service-connected disability. 

“(b) Veterans who previously pursued vocational rehabilitation but who 
are no longer able to work in the particular vocation for which trained or other 
suitable employment because of increased severity of service-connected dis- 
ability.” 

Viewed narrowly, this proposal would relax the deadlines only for the two 
specifically enumerated groups. It has not proved possible to identify, however, 
those World War II veterans initially determined not to be in need of training 
but whose service-connected disabilities thereafter increased in severity at a time 
when it is too late for them to enter and complete training prior to the de- 
limiting date, nor can we estimate the number of persons who were rehabilitated 
but now would benefit from additional training as the result of a worsening 
of their disability. As an indication of the total group of potential beneficiaries, 
90,000 disabled World War II veterans were determined not to be in need of 
vocational rehabilitation training and 380,000 have been declared rehabili- 
tated. As stated, we cannot determine how many of these would fall within 
categories (@) and (b) above. 

Viewed broadly, this proposal would include most, if not all, of the group 
referred to in the Administrator’s report on S. 3274 in general terms as “persons 
whose need for rehabilitation arises long after service—by reason of a worsening 
of their service-connected disability or through aggravation of such disability by 
age or other independent factors.” 

It was pointed out in the VA report on 8S. 3274 that authorizing rehabilitation 
services for this class of beneficiary would raise a serious question as to the 
validity of any deadline for the program. In fact, in its comments the 
VFW stated that they would favor deleting any delimiting date for this group 
as well as for the first three enumerated. Again, however, they suggested 
alternatively that a 1965 deadline could be established. 

We are unable to estimate the numbers that would be covered if this broader 
interpretation of proposal “4” were to be adopted. The number of disabled 
World War II veterans in groups other than those previously mentioned, some 
of whom might be affected by such a liberalization in the law, are approximately 
as follows: 


Discontinued training prior to rehabilitation.___.._...._._._._...___~_--_- 230, 000 
Found to be in need of vocational rehabilitation but never entered 
IE ng cas en cics vente cn dss anes caekwamnecoalincsicwel aeemetaaiaebsatemen sale cieaa ena emai 120, 000 


(This group includes 250,000 veterans who applied for vocational 
rehabilitation but did not complete vocational counseling to determine 
whether they were in need of such training) 730, 000 


The final group recommended by VF W for inclusion is: 

“>. Disabled veterans declared in need of training but denied benefits because 
of the impossibility of completing the approved program of rehabilitation prior 
to July 25, 1960, and the lack of a sponsorship commitment for completion of 
training after that date.” 

Again we are unable to make any estimate of the actual numbers that might 
be included within this category. In any event, it is unlikely that the number 
who could qualify would be large. 

In view of the extensive nature of the VFW proposals—particularly the fourth 
item—we have not attempted to develop data with respect to other groups that 
might be included. There are, of course, other combinations of circumstances 
which might intensify a disabled veteran’s employment handicap. An example 
would be a veteran who because of family status or other economic pressures 
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foregoes rehabilitation training, for which he is eligible, rather than give up 
such employment as he has been able to secure and hold. As he ages, such a 
veteran may find that he cannot longer be self-supporting unless he is trained 
for some physically less-demanding job. 

The difficulty of visualizing all groups who may argue for special exceptions 
to the deadline points up the view expressed in the VA report that a piecemeal} 
approach is not feasible. A limited extension for special groups or for all eligi- 
ble veterans would still leave some whose need for training would not have been 
met by the new deadline. On the other hand, the VA report stated that the 
agency was not prepared to recommend abandonment of the concept that this 
benefit should be limited to a reasonable period following service. Congress 
has long been committed to the proposition that this program should not be 
available without limit at any time after the war veteran’s discharge. 


Senator YArsorouGcH. This session of the subcommittee is ad- 
journed. 
(Whereupon, at 11:15 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 
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APPENDIX 


The VA submitted the following cost data respecting S. 1050 and 
H.R. 4806: 
The Department of Veterans Benefits, VA, has made the following estimate of 


the cost of S. 1050 and H.R. 4306 through the end of fiscal year 1965, as well as 
of the monthly average number of trainees: 


S. 1050 H.R. 4306 
Fisea lyear 

Monthly Monthly | 

average | Cost iverage | Cost 

trainees trainees 
1 230 | $380, O00 35 $57, 000 
"2 430 710, 000 65 107, OOO 
1963 TOO 1, 160, 000 LOA 174, 000 
ot 7 1, 020 1, 680, 000 10 252, OOO 
1965 1, 390 2, 290, 000 210 344, 000 

Total. _. et ' 6, 220, 000 934, 000 


The above table supplies the direct benefit cost under the war orphans’ educa- 
tional assistance program. The figures do not include an estimate of the admin- 
istrative costs, nor do they reflect reductions in net expenditures due to offset 
amounts of compensation or pension which might otherwise be payable to the 
child if he were not in training under this program. 

In preparing these estimates, it was assumed that by June 30, 1965, approxi- 
mately 23,500 children will become eligible for benefits under the provisions of 
S. 1050 and that approximately 15 percent of that group, or about 3,500, would 
hecome eligible for benefits under the provisions of H.R. 4806. These figures 
represent the total number of potential beneficiaries as of that date and do not 
represent persons who will commence training by them. 

As one basis for estimating these totals, it has been assumed that between 50,000 
and 60,000 veterans will have died before the end of the first 5-year period from 
causes specified in S. 1050 and that the number of deaths attributable to causes 
specified in H.R. 4306 would approximate 8,000. A relatively small number of 
additional deaths from the specified causes are expected in later years. 

Information is not available to permit any reasonably accurate forecast of 
the number of children who would be potentially eligible for War orphans’ educa- 
tional benefits under the so-called “performance of duty” concept discussed at 
the hearings, which would require that the causative factor for the disability 
must have arisen out of the performance of duty. The Department of Veterans 
Benefits expects, however, that under such a concept the number of eligible chil- 
dren would be greater than under H.R. 4306, but substantially less than under 
S. 1050. From what information they have, the Department suggests that a 
working hypothesis might be that under such a concept eligibility would be lim- 
ited to about one-half the number which would be eligible under 8S. 1050. 
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